
Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final EIR 98 October 2003 

Comment Set C 

 
 

C-1

C-2



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
October 2003 99 Final EIR 

Comment Set C, cont. 

 

C-2

C-3

C-4



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
Final EIR 100 October 2003 

Responses to Comment Set C – 
City of Daly City  
C-1 The City of Daly City requests that its San Bruno Mountain Collocation Alternative be studied.  

This alternative was evaluated in the EIR (Appendix 1, Section 4.3.10) and was eliminated 
because it would involve undergrounding the proposed 230 kV line and relocating the existing 
overhead 60 kV line to underground, even though the project objectives could be met with no 
changes to the 60 kV line in this area.  A new section has been added to EIR Appendix 1 
(Section 2.3.2.1) to clarify the legal issues related to alternatives.  The conclusion presented in 
the Draft EIR has not changed. 

C-2 Please see Response to Comment C-1.  The habitat impacts were secondary in the reasons for 
elimination of the suggested alternative, because it was determined that this alternative could 
not legally be pursued under CEQA.  While there may be biological benefits to elimination of 
the existing towers, the removal of those towers should be pursued in a separate action under 
the HCP or with PG&E, because the impacts related to existing towers have no relationship to 
the proposed Jefferson-Martin project being evaluated in this EIR. 

C-3 PG&E San Mateo-Martin #4 Conversion Project has been added to the list of cumulative 
projects in Table F-1 that were considered as part of the cumulative environmental analysis.  
The current alignment of the Jefferson-Martin Project in Guadalupe Canyon Parkway to 
Bayshore Boulevard is approximately 500 feet from the residences on Linda Vista Drive (refer 
to Figure B-3v).  Table 2, Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Project – 230 kV Underground 
Transmission Lines, in Appendix 3A only lists EMF readings to a distance of 200 feet from the 
centerline, but at distances greater than 65 feet the readings are less than 1 mG and at 200 feet 
the EMF levels of the 230 kV underground transmission line would be 0.1 mG.  Therefore, 
based on these distances and readings, the Jefferson-Martin Project, even in conjunction with 
the proposed San Mateo-Martin #4 Conversion Project, would result in minimal EMF levels to 
residents in the Linda Vista Subdivision. 

C-4 Please see Response to Comment C-1.  In this comment, the City of Daly City also addresses 
the value of comprehensive project evaluation.  The CPUC agrees and notes that this is 
precisely the function of the Draft EIR in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines:  
to provide comprehensive information to the public and decision makers on the potential 
environmental impacts of a project so that the final decision is a fully informed one.   
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Responses to Comment Set D – 
City of Burlingame  
D-1 The City of Burlingame’s support of the Partial Underground Alternative is noted.  It is also 

noted that in later correspondence (see Comment Set R, County of San Mateo), the City of 
Burlingame joined the Cities of Millbrae and San Bruno in support of a compromise that would 
be a hybrid of the Partial Underground Alternative and the Sneath Lane Transition Station 
Alternative, with Sneath Lane Underground route.   

To clarify one issue in the City’s comment, the Partial Underground Alternative does not have 
adverse visual impacts in the City of San Bruno; the referenced impacts would result from the 
proposed transition station.  The Draft EIR determined that the Sneath Lane Substation would 
be environmentally preferred over the proposed transition site, but geologic concerns also exist 
at the Sneath Lane site. 

Section D.8.7.4 (Public Health and Safety) of the Draft EIR, page D.8-44 stated, “The EMF 
field levels illustrated in Figure D.8-2 would be relevant to all underground alternatives: field 
levels directly over the buried cables would be as high as 70 mG, dropping to about 8 or 9 mG 
at sidewalks.” 

PG&E developed additional EMF information for the portion of Underground Route Option 1B 
which follows Trousdale Road. The routing for the underground transmission line in Trousdale 
Avenue places the duct bank approximately 16 feet from the northern sidewalk. The field levels 
shown in Figure D.8-2 remain valid with a peak of 70 mG and based on the duct bank location 
the magnetic field at the sidewalk along Trousdale would be 15 mG at the sidewalk. The 
additional magnetic field modeling also provides a high level of detail regarding contour 
mapping for magnetic field levels at 1, 2, 5 and 10 mG. 

A further review of the magnetic fields in the area between the existing 60 kV lines and the 230 
kV underground along Skyline Boulevard has also been performed. A discussion of the 
magnetic field levels for each segment of Underground Route Option 1B has been included in 
Section D.8.7.4 and in Figure D.8-2a and Table 8-16a. 

D-2 As noted in the introduction to Section D.2.2.2, Local Regulations, the overhead portion of the 
Proposed Project would pass adjacent to but not into the jurisdiction of the City of Burlingame.  
Because of this, a discussion on the Burlingame General Plan was not included for the Proposed 
Project in the Draft EIR.  The City’s designation of scenic routes is more pertinent to the 
PG&E Underground Route Option 1B Alternative, and is addressed below. 

As noted in the comment, San Mateo County designates Skyline Boulevard as a scenic route, along 
with Cañada Road, Junipero Serra Freeway (I-280) north of San Bruno, Edgewood Road, West-
borough Boulevard, and Guadalupe Canyon Parkway.  Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35) from 
SR 92 to Santa Clara County and I-280 from Millbrae to Santa Clara County are also State-designated 
Scenic Routes.  San Mateo County does not actually have jurisdiction over the designated stretch of 
Westborough Boulevard, which extends from Skyline Boulevard to I-280; this stretch of roadway 
lies within the City of South San Francisco.  In any event, the Junipero Serra Boulevard Alterna-
tive, which would follow this roadway, would be underground and would not result in adverse 
effects on this scenic route.  Similarly, Guadalupe Canyon Parkway, which does lie within the 
County’s jurisdiction, would be unaffected by an underground transmission line. 



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
October 2003 109 Final EIR 

With respect to potential adverse impacts on other County-designated scenic roads, San Mateo 
County Visual Quality Policy 4.21 calls for the protection and enhancement of scenic corridors 
by managing the location and appearance of structural development.  The County defines a 
scenic corridor as land adjacent to a scenic road right-of-way which, when seen from the road, 
provides outstanding views of natural landscapes and attractive man-made development.  The 
visual impact analysis presented in Section D.3 of the Draft EIR provided the basis for 
assessing the consistency of the Proposed Project and/or alternatives with this policy and other 
County policies pertaining to visual quality.  As described in the discussion for Impact L-3 
(Conflict with County Visual Quality Policies) on page D.2-29, the Proposed Project would be 
in conflict with Policy 4.21 and other County visual quality policies.  That discussion notes that 
implementation of all of the proposed Visual Resources mitigation measures, set forth in 
Section D.3, would ensure that visual impacts would be reduced to the extent feasible, but 
significant visual impacts of the Proposed Project would remain in some areas.  Implementation 
of some of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR would eliminate those impacts. 

Regarding the City of Burlingame’s designation of scenic routes, the Underground Route 
Option 1B Alternative would follow Trousdale Drive and a portion of El Camino Real, both 
designated as Local Scenic Routes by the City’s General Plan.  The Action/Implementation 
Guideline contained in the City’s Scenic Roads and Highways Element of the General Plan and 
cited in the comment was the only City policy identified as relevant to the PG&E Underground 
Route Option 1B Alternative.  Guideline SR(7) reads:  “Utility lines should be undergrounded 
wherever possible; and sensitively sited where placement must be aboveground.”  The 
alternative that would cross through Burlingame’s jurisdiction would be entirely underground, 
and would therefore be consistent with City policy pertaining to scenic routes. 

Visual Resources Section D.3.1 has been amended to acknowledge the County and local status 
of Skyline Boulevard, Trousdale Drive, and El Camino Real.  That portion of Skyline 
Boulevard in the City of Hillsborough will experience significant visual impacts of the Proposed 
Project from Towers 7/39, 7/40, 8/49, 8/50 and 9/54.  However, proposed mitigation measures 
would eliminate several towers, (7/40, 7/42, 7/45, and 8/47), thereby substantially offsetting 
visual impacts along this portion of the route.  In the case of the Tower 7/40 elimination, 
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.   However, the elimination of three 
towers along this portion of the route would require longer conductor spans (of about 1,250 
feet), which may in turn require taller towers.  Due to the height and bulk of the remaining 
towers, the visual impact, though reduced, would remain significant.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measures V-10a and V-12a have been modified to include the specific steps that should be 
taken when eliminating towers or attempting to reduce tower visibility.  These steps are 
recommended in the event that tower eliminations cannot be accomplished as described for 
applicable locations for Impacts V-10 and V-12 without exceeding a 30% height increase 
limitation. 

Within the City of Burlingame, the Proposed Project (Towers 10/63 through 10/68) is separated 
from Skyline Boulevard by residential development along Skyview Drive and Loma Vista 
Drive, as well as trees and vegetation within the residential development and along Skyline 
Boulevard.  The very limited visibility of the project would not result in significant visual 
impacts on views from Skyline Boulevard.  However, there would be significant impacts from 
Skyview and Loma Vista Drives, from which the towers would be more visible.  Mitigation 
Measure V-13a recommends the elimination of Towers 10/64 and 10/66 along this route 
segment to reduce the visual impacts to the above referenced residential areas.  If final 
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engineering deems it necessary, Tower 10/67 would be shifted south by approximately half of 
the distance to the eliminated Tower 10/66 to reduce the length of the span and allow for height 
reduction.  However, as noted in the discussion of Impact V-13 (Draft EIR page D.3-96), the 
impact would remain significant even with implementation of this measure.   

D-3 The discussion of Impact V-13: Carolands Substation to Transition Station (page D.3-95) 
addresses the visual impact to the residences in Burlingame and references the impact analysis 
for Key Viewpoint 8 as being representative of the circumstances in Burlingame.  Mitigation 
Measure V-13a (Elimination of Towers 10/64 and 10/66; Draft EIR page D.3-96) is intended to 
reduce the visual impact to the residences in Burlingame without creating additional impacts 
from views on the I-280 freeway.  This discussion also acknowledges that while the impact 
would be reduced, it would still be significant because the remaining towers would be even 
taller than the proposed new towers, and the views from residences would be significantly 
affected.  If final engineering deems it necessary, Tower 10/67 would be shifted south by 
approximately half of the distance to the eliminated Tower 10/66 to reduce the length of the 
span and allow for height reduction.   

D-4 Note that this tower relocation mitigation measure would apply only if the Proposed Project 
were approved (it would not apply to the Partial Underground Alternative or to the Route 
Option 1B Alternative).  The tower would be sufficiently far from residences so that magnetic 
field levels would be very low.  The proposed tower location addressed in Mitigation Measure 
V-15a would have very limited visibility from residences or Skyline Boulevard and would not 
result in new significant visual impacts.  Mitigation Measure V-15a has been modified to 
include that if the Proposed Project is approved, Towers 10/63 to 11/70 shall be relocated to 
the west of the I-280 Freeway as illustrated in Figure Ap.1-3b (Partial Underground 
Alternative, Detail of West of I-280 Segment). 

D-5 General Response GR-1 provides a brief overview of the approach used to assess studies related 
to EMF health impacts and summarizes the information included in the Draft EIR related to the 
levels of EMF exposure. For the properties on Loma Vista and Skyview Drive that are 50 to 
100 feet from the Proposed Project, the magnetic field levels are shown in Figure D.8-1c in the 
Draft EIR and vary between 15 mG at 50 feet to 7 mG at 100 feet.  A new illustration is 
provided in this Final EIR to demonstrate the magnetic fields in the area between the Route 
Option 1B underground route and the existing overhead 60 kV corridor (see Figure D.8-2a).  
No reference has been found in the Draft EIR that indicates that these fields for the Proposed 
Project can range up to 51 mG at the specified distances.  

D-6 A further review of the magnetic fields that would be associated with the use of Route Option 
1B has been performed and a discussion of the magnetic field levels for each segment of this 
route option has been included in Section D.8.7.4 and in Figure D.8-2a and Table 8-16a. 

Additional EMF modeling in the vicinity of the school buildings on Trousdale Road, based on 
the underground line being located 16 feet from the north edge of Trousdale Road, indicates the 
magnetic field at the closest building corner would be 0.5 mG. 

D-7 The City’s support of the Partial Underground Alternative through Burlingame is acknowledged. 

D-8 Please see Response to Comment D-6, above, regarding EMF emissions. 



Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Line Project 
VOLUME 3: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

 

 
October 2003 111 Final EIR 

A modification to the first paragraph of Transportation and Traffic Section D.12.2, Applicable 
Regulations, Plans, and Standards, has been incorporated into this Final EIR to acknowledge 
that encroachment permits would be required from the City of Burlingame for all work within 
the public ROW. 

Mitigation Measure T-1a, presented in the EIR Transportation and Traffic section, requires 
PG&E to submit Traffic Management Plans (TMPs) to all agencies with jurisdiction of public 
roads that would be affected by overhead and underground construction activities for review 
and approval as part of the required traffic encroachment permits to ensure that traffic impacts 
are kept to a minimum.  

Text has been added to the Impact U-1 (Utility System Disruption) discussion in Section 
D.14.3.5 that addresses the potential for the proposed underground transmission line to increase 
corrosion on existing steel pipelines, which could lead to long term accidental system disruption 
of such pipelines.  In addition, Mitigation Measure U-1c (Utilities Protection Against 
Corrosion) has been incorporated into this Final EIR that requires PG&E to evaluate the 
potential for the underground transmission line to increase corrosion on existing pipelines and if 
potential is determined to exist, the measure makes PG&E responsible for installation of the 
required cathodic protection systems that would eliminate the risk of corrosion.   

Construction activities that would take place within the public ROW of Trousdale Drive and El 
Camino Real would require encroachment permits to be issued by the City of San Bruno and 
the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), respectively.  Permit stipulations for 
project construction activities, such as protection measures to ensure that there is no 
interference with traffic signal controls along Trousdale Drive and El Camino Real, would be 
part of the encroachment permit requirements if deemed appropriate by the permitting agency.   

Pursuant to public services and utilities Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground 
Utilities), prior to the commencement of construction, PG&E must provide the appropriate 
jurisdictions the opportunity to review and approve the finalized transmission line alignment, 
including construction plans designed to protect existing utilities.  The CPUC recommends that 
the appropriate parties coordinate construction activities associated with the Proposed Project 
and the proposed reconstruction of the Peninsula Hospital to reduce construction-related 
impacts.  However, it is up to PG&E and the City of Burlingame to coordinate the design and 
installation schedules of the respective projects.  

D-9 Site security is not within the scope of this environmental analysis and is not required to be 
analyzed by CEQA, but it could be considered by the CPUC in its decisionmaking process. 

D-10 The City’s opposition to the PG&E Route Option 1B Alternative is acknowledged. 

D-11 Please see Responses to Comments D-1, D-5, and General Response GR-1 regarding EMF. 
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Responses to Comment Set E – 
Burlingame School District 
E-1 The commenter’s support of the Partial Underground Alternative is noted.  Please refer to 

Responses to Comments D-1, D-6, and General Response GR-1 for a discussion of EMF health 
and safety and alternatives through the City of Burlingame.   

When and if the CPUC approves the Proposed Project or an alternative route, PG&E would 
revise its EMF Field Management Plan to specifically address the sensitive land uses along the 
approved route.  The EMF mitigation now proposed by PG&E for schools along the proposed 
route (deeper burial of the underground cables) would be applied to the schools along the 
approved route, based on PG&E’s land use priorities as identified in EIR Section D.8.7.4, 
under heading “PG&E’s Proposed EMF Mitigation.” 
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Responses to Comment Set F – 
Senator Jackie Speier 
F-1 The Senator’s opposition to the Proposed Project (PG&E’s Route 1A) and support for a route 

that does not impact the health of residents is acknowledged.  The Southern Segment routes that 
are most consistent with this request are the Route Option 1B Alternative from Jefferson 
Substation to Hayne Road, and the Partial Underground Alternative from Hayne Road north to 
the San Bruno transition station. 

F-2 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding EMF issues and General Response GR-2 on property 
values.  Section D.8.7.4 presents estimated magnetic field measurements for the Proposed 
Project, and it has been expanded to add specific magnetic field information for the Partial 
Underground Alternative and the Route Option 1B Alternative.  These alternatives would result 
in lower magnetic field values at residences than those created by the Proposed Project.   

The Senator requests that underground lines be placed at least 150 feet from any residence and 
overhead lines be at least 350 feet from any residence.  The magnetic field for the 230 kV 
underground transmission line for the Proposed Project would be 0.2 mG at a distance of 150 
feet from the line and the magnetic field for the 230 and 60 kV overhead transmission lines for 
the Proposed Project would be 0.8 mG at a distance of 350 feet east of the lines.     

Along the southern overhead segment of the Proposed Project, the distance from the Proposed 
Project to the closest property lines along the west side of Lexington Avenue between Towers 
5/28 to 5/32 range from 62 feet by Tower 5/30 to 147 feet by Tower 5/31.  Near Hillsdale 
Junction, just south of the crossing of San Mateo Creek, the line is approximately 80 feet from 
residential property lines at Towers 6/36 and 6/37.  North of the San Mateo Creek crossing and 
west of the Town of Hillsborough, existing Tower 7/39 is within the fenced yard of a 
residence, Tower 7/44 is 7 feet west of a residential fence line, and the towers and span 
between Towers 8/51 and 8/52 are adjacent to and/or within property lines.  The remainder of 
the property lines of residences in the Town of Hillsborough along Black Mountain Road would 
be at distances greater than 100 feet.  At/within property lines, magnetic field levels would be 
23 to 32 mG, dropping to 4 to 6 mG at 60 to 80 feet away and 1.5 mG at 150 feet. 

In the northern segment of the Proposed Project, the route would travel underground in roadways 
through residential areas, along Hoffman and Orange Streets, in the City of Daly City.  Based on 
PG&E’s proposed line locations within the roadways, the closest edge of the residential property 
lines along Hoffman and Orange Streets would be 19 feet.  Magnetic field levels at 19 feet 
would be about 9 mG. 

Existing requirements regarding distance from transmission lines includes: 

• As indicated in the Draft EIR (page D.8-37), a number of counties, states, and local govern-
ments have adopted or considered regulations or policies related to EMF exposure.  The reasons 
for these actions have been varied; in general, however, the actions can be attributed to 
addressing public reaction to, and perception of, EMF as opposed to responding to the findings 
of any specific scientific research or health risk. International guidelines and the regulations 
adopted in other states are all well above the magnetic field values stated above at 150 feet 
and 350 feet with the lowest regulated value being Florida’s requirement that magnetic field 
from 230 kV lines not exceed 150 mG at the edge of the right-of-way. 
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• The California State Department of Education has enacted requirements for school site 
selection and approval, which are specified in the California Code of Regulations, Title 5, 
Section 14010.  Section 14010 defines minimum distances between a new school and the 
edge of a power line or transmission line ROW, or the area immediately surrounding a line 
that utility companies need to access the lines for maintenance and repairs.  The setback 
distances are: 100 feet for 50-133 kV lines; 150 feet for 220-230 kV lines; and 350 feet for 
500-550 kV lines.  These distances are not based on specific biological evidence, but on the 
known fact that the strength of electric fields from power and transmission lines drops to 
near background levels at the specified distances, given that no other major sources are 
present (DHS, 19991).   

Also, please see General Response GR-2 regarding property values as related to transmission 
lines and CEQA analysis.  Note that in Visual Resources section D.3.3.3, which provides a 
discussion of visual impacts of the overhead route segment, a comprehensive set of mitigation 
measures has been proposed to minimize visual impacts. 

 
 

                                              
1 DHS (State Department of Health Services). 1999. Short Fact Sheet on EMF.  Obtained online 

(http://www.dhs.cahwnet.gov/ehib/emf/shortfactsheet.PDF) on September 16, 2003. 
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Responses to Comment Set G – 
Town of Hillsborough 
G-1 The primary purpose of the Proposed Project is not solely to supply the City and County of San 

Francisco with power, but also to improve electric reliability throughout the entire San 
Francisco Peninsula.  Regarding the impacts and benefits of the project in San Mateo County, 
please see General Response GR-3.   

EIR Section A.2.3 (Summary of Project Purpose and Need) acknowledges that demand 
forecasts completed after PG&E’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment show reduced 
demand.  As described in EIR Section A.2.3, the need for the project will be addressed in the 
CPUC’s hearings as part of its proceeding on the PG&E Application for a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity, and is not an issue addressed as a requirement of CEQA. 

G-2 The EIR describes the generation proposal for the CCSF in Sections C.5.5.1 (New Generation 
Alternatives) and Section C.6 (No Project Alternative).  As described in Section C.6.1, the 
CCSF is actively pursuing installation of the four Williams turbines.   

The energy situation in the Bay Area is very different from that in the northeastern U.S., which 
experienced a major blackout in August 2003.  Studies are ongoing to determine the cause of the 
event, but it does not seem that “relying too much on transmission facilities” was the primary cause 
(generation facilities also went off-line during the event).  Also, the situation in the northeastern 
U.S. is not necessarily applicable to the Bay Area issues.  The Bay Area is critically short of 
both generation and transmission.   The California ISO has determined that the addition of new 
generation alone would not eliminate the need for the Jefferson-Martin transmission line, and 
that building the transmission line would not eliminate the need for new generation. 

G-3 Please see Response to Comment G-1 and General Response GR-3.  The EIR presents several 
feasible alternatives that reduce the impacts of the Proposed Project on residences, schools, and 
businesses.  Also, see Responses to Comment Set 40 (280 Corridor Concerned Citizens Group). 

G-4 Please see General Response GR-1 regarding the EIR’s consideration of EMF.  The two 
primary parameters that affect the level of magnetic field from electric power lines are the 
amount of current in the line and the distance from the line.  The magnetic field levels of 
transmission lines will vary depending upon customer power usage and corresponding changes 
in current.  The condition of lines (wires) or insulators does not affect magnetic field levels, so 
although the Town may have concerns regarding PG&E’s maintenance of the line, the level of 
line maintenance would not affect magnetic fields.  In addition, if the insulators on these lines 
were to fail, the protective relays would turn off the line and no EMFs would be present. 

In the absence of specific references of complaints, PG&E could find no record of customer 
complaints or requests to perform maintenance on these lines.  PG&E inspects this line at least 
twice per year and addresses problems as they are identified. 

Audible noise such as a crackle or buzz is not the result of EMF; this is related to a different 
phenomenon known as Corona Noise, which is addressed in Section D.11.3.3 (in D.11, Noise 
and Vibration) of the Draft EIR (page D.11-14). The Draft EIR indicates that the highest noise 
level at the edge of the right-of-way for the Proposed Project would be 46 dBA, which would 
not be in excess of standards in the local general plans or noise ordinances. Thus corona noise 
was identified as a less than significant impact (Class III). 
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G-5 Section D.13.7 (Property Values) has been added to the Socioeconomics section (D.13) of the 
EIR.  This section addresses issues associated with the potential for impacts on property values 
and industrial facilities such as transmission lines in an effort to provide the reader with detailed 
background information based on extensive literature review and the property value issues of 
past similar projects.  It should be noted that this section does not consider property values in 
the context of CEQA and the determination of environmental impact, because:  (1) there is no 
consistent evidence that industrial facilities negatively impact property values; and (2) there are 
no defined or adopted CEQA standards for analysis of industrial project impacts on property 
values.  As such, the information in this section is provided for the benefit of the public and 
decisionmakers.  As cited in Section D.13.7.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15131, economic 
or social effects of a project per se are not considered as significant effects on the environment 
unless physical effects can be identified.  However, such issues can be considered by the CPUC 
in its General Proceeding.  In summary, as shown in detail in Section D.13.7, although there is 
evidence that transmission lines may have affected property values in some cases, the effects 
are generally smaller than anticipated, and greater detailed studies on the subject are required to 
determine a direct correlation between the siting of industrial facilities (such as transmission 
lines) and property values.   

G-6 The commenter’s support for the Watershed Restoration Alternative (WRA) and the Partial 
Underground Alternative over the Proposed Project (Route Segment 1A) and the Route Option 
1B Alternative are acknowledged.  For a discussion of the WRA, please refer to in Appendix 1, 
Alternatives Scoping Report, Section 4.2.8, and the Response to Comment 40-18. 

G-7 In response to each issue in this comment: 

• The Town’s opposition to the project as proposed by PG&E is acknowledged.  The EIR 
found that both the Partial Underground Alternative and the Route Option 1B would be 
environmentally preferred over the Proposed Project.   

• The Draft EIR includes an adequate analysis of the No Project Alternative in Section C.6.   

• The Watershed Restoration Alternative is addressed in EIR Appendix 1, Section 4.2.8, but 
it is not found to be the environmentally superior alternative, nor is it found to meet 
CEQA’s criteria for consideration as an alternative that would be carried forward to full 
analysis. 

• Please see Response to Comment G-4 regarding EMF impacts. 
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Responses to Comment Set H – 
City of South San Francisco 
H-1 The City’s support for the Proposed Project route along the BART ROW is acknowledged.  

The environmental analysis in Section D.8, Public Health and Safety, of the Draft EIR supports 
the stated conclusion that impacts from hazardous materials and toxic contamination would be 
less along the proposed route than along the Modified Existing Underground 230 kV 
Alternative route, and even with more detailed consideration of the contaminated sites along the 
alternative route, impacts of both routes would be less than significant with mitigation.  All 
impacts of both the Proposed Project’s underground segment and the Modified Existing 
Underground 230 kV Alternative are found to be less than significant.  As a result of comments 
on the Draft EIR and additional analysis completed, this Final EIR concludes that the both 
underground routes are comparable.  Therefore, while the impacts affect different 
environmental issue areas, all impacts would be less than significant and are considered to be 
comparable.  As a result, the Final EIR identifies both the Proposed Project’s underground 
segment and the Modified Existing Underground Alternative as environmentally superior to the 
other northern segment alternatives.  

H-2 The Draft EIR presented a legally and technically adequate analysis of the Modified Existing 
Underground 230 kV Alternative.  In this analysis, impacts were identified and mitigation 
measures were recommended to ensure that impacts would be minimized.  The impacts that the 
City is concerned about are short-term construction impacts, for which mitigation ensures that 
impacts would be less than significant. Regardless, the analysis of this alternative has been 
expanded in the Final EIR (see Responses to Comments H-3 through H-17).  In addition, six 
route modifications are considered in this Final EIR that would substantially reduce short-term 
conflicts during project construction.  Those modifications are illustrated on Figures Ap.1-12a 
and 1-12b, and analysis of these route options has been added to Sections D.2 through D.14 of 
the Final EIR, where appropriate. 

H-3 This comment refers to poor quality soils along Shaw Road and relates to Section D.6.5.6 - 
Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW, Environmental Setting subsection.  This 
condition is recognized in the last paragraph of the above-named subsection:  “As most of the 
rest of the route lies within already-disturbed street and urban corridors, the local soil 
conditions would be highly variable and dependent on past activities.”  Site-specific soil 
conditions along Shaw Road will be characterized by the geotechnical investigations required in 
Mitigation Measure G-6a which addresses the potential for hazards caused by liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, and ground-cracking.  Mitigation Measure G-1a, which requires completion 
of geotechnical studies will also be required for this alternative to further address concerns with 
poor soil quality along Shaw Road. 

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities) in Section D.14, 
Public Services and Utilities, prior to the commencement of construction, PG&E must provide 
the appropriate jurisdictions the opportunity to review and approve the finalized transmission 
line alignment, including construction plans designed to protect existing utilities.  Also, refer to 
the Response to Comment B-11, above. 

H-4 Pursuant to Mitigation Measure U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities) in Section D.14, 
Public Services and Utilities, prior to the commencement of construction, PG&E must provide 
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the appropriate jurisdictions the opportunity to review and approve the finalized transmission 
line alignment, including construction plans designed to protect existing utilities.   

The Modified Existing 230 kV Underground ROW Alternative route would be completely 
underground.  Therefore, there would be no encroachment into a floodplain by above-ground 
features that could result in damage to above-ground structures, diversion of flows and 
increased flood risk for adjacent property, or increased erosion on adjacent properties.  

H-5 The bore pit south of the Colma Creek tributary would be located in the northeastern corner of 
a business parking lot.  Therefore, access along Shaw Road would not be affected by boring 
operations.  Pursuant to Mitigation Measure L-7b (requiring coordination with businesses), 
PG&E would be required to either make prior arrangements with the business parking lot 
owner to provide alternative parking within reasonable walking distance, or would be required 
to coordinate the construction schedule to prevent disrupting the functions of the business. 

H-6 Six optional segments for the Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative route have been identified 
based on Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR.  As illustrated in Figure Ap.1-12b, Route 
Option A would avoid construction-related impacts along Produce Avenue and South Airport 
Boulevard.  The entrance bore pit would remain in the business parking lot south of the Colma 
Creek tributary; however, the bore would proceed to the northeast to Marco Way under the 
freeway and the Colma Creek tributary.  From Marco Way, the line would continue northeast 
to South Airport Boulevard where it would turn north-northwest.  On South Airport Boulevard 
the line would continue north-northwest then north to Gateway Boulevard where it would meet 
the Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative route presented in the Draft EIR.  Refer to Final EIR 
Section 4.3.4 for a detailed description of the optional route segments associated with the 
Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative. 

H-7 Please see Response to Comment H-6, above. 

H-8 Please see Response to Comment H-6, above. 

H-9 Please see Response to Comment H-6, above. 

H-10 All active railroad crossings would be bored to ensure no adverse impacts to the railroad 
system.  Also, please see Responses to Comments H-11 and H-4. 

H-11 The land use description and Table D.2-16 for the Modified Existing 230 kV Alternative have 
been revised based on the information provided, and field verification to acknowledge the 
presence of office buildings and hotels along Gateway Boulevard. 

Regarding the anticipated presence of hazardous soils during construction, substantial additional 
information has been added to the EIR in Section D.8 to describe the Homart Site along 
Gateway Boulevard between East Grand Avenue and Oyster Point Boulevard.  The former land 
occupied by Bethlehem Steel and Edwards Wire and Rope companies was acquired by Homart 
Development Corporation (Draft EIR, Table D.8-12, Site 35-36) in 1980 and has a history of 
more than 20-years of remediation of soil containing metals (Pb, Zn, Ni, Cr), petroleum 
hydrocarbons and PCBs, and acidic groundwater.  Remediation has included removal of surface 
structures and waste, removal and disposal of contaminated soil, consolidation of contaminated 
soil into only two areas, and construction of a soil cap.  Groundwater pH returned to neutral 
within several months after construction of the soil cap.  Documentation of this remediated site 
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includes construction procedures for safe installation of utilities within the roadway.  It is noted 
that Gateway Boulevard has existing utility substructure already installed (water, sewer, and 
fiber optic lines), so clearly construction can be safely completed.  In addition to the deed 
restrictions that govern construction within the Homart Site area, the EIR recommends 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-2a, HAZ-3a, and HAZ-3b, and Applicant 
Proposed Mitigation Measures 11.1 and 11.4.  These measures, presented in Section D.8 of the 
EIR, would require contamination investigations, training, sampling, characterization, and 
removal and would be required of PG&E prior to and during construction activities.  Also, 
refer to Response to Comment H-4, above. 

H-12 Table D.2-16 has been updated to include reference to the childcare centers.  Both of these 
centers would be located along the segment of Gateway Boulevard in which the transmission 
line would be installed.  Construction procedures defined for the Homart Site specifically state 
that construction in this area can safely occur if recommended procedures are followed.  To 
further minimize impacts on these sensitive receptors, three types of mitigation would be 
implemented: 

• Implementation of mitigation measures defined in Response to Comment H-11 would pro-
tect nearby residents or occupants from exposure to hazardous materials discovered during 
construction. 

• Implementation of mitigation measures in land use (Section D.2) would minimize general 
construction disturbance to sensitive land uses. 

• Implementation of PG&E’s EMF Field Management Plan (as revised for the approved 
route) would result in reduction of magnetic fields at schools and day care centers as the 
first priority of all land uses.  Given the width of Gateway Boulevard (approximately 90 
feet) and the setback of the developed properties along this roadway (generally about 100 
feet), the magnetic fields at the day care centers would be less than 0.1 mG. 

H-13 Once a project route is selected, PG&E would be required to work with affected jurisdictions, 
including South San Francisco if appropriate, on the final design of the project that would be 
built within public road ROWs through each jurisdiction’s permit process.  To ensure that 
crossings of high traffic volume roadways (e.g., Oyster Point Boulevard) are not too disruptive 
to local traffic patterns, the sentence has been added to Mitigation Measure T-1b: PG&E shall 
implement bored crossings or nighttime construction if the appropriate jurisdiction determines 
that trenched roadway crossings would be too disruptive to local traffic patterns. 

H-14 The description of the route of the Modified Existing 230kV Underground ROW Alternative 
has been expanded to describe the Chiltern Brownfield area on the north side of Oyster Point 
Boulevard.  This site was originally used for metal manufacturing and processing.  Chiltern 
Development Corporation acquired the former US Steel Shearwater Project (Draft EIR, Table 
D.8-12, Site 33).  This facility was under the oversight of the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board in 1982 for site investigation and cleanup strategy of heavy metals, asbestos containing 
materials, and organic liquids with metals.  Route Option E (as illustrated in Figure Ap.1-12a) 
is recommended in this Final EIR, in which the transmission line route would be along 
Veterans Boulevard, eliminating construction through the vacant lot north of Oyster Point 
Boulevard and avoiding the potential for construction to encounter any hazardous materials still 
within this site.   
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H-15 The final route in this area west of the hotels could be either within the parking area or west of 
the parking area in the landscaped strip adjacent to the railroad ROW.  Construction in the 
landscaped strip would minimize impacts on hotel traffic.  However, note also that Mitigation 
Measure L-7c (Provide Continuous Access to Hotels) has been added to Section D.2.5.6 to 
minimize impacts on hotel business. 

In addition, please see Responses to Comment Set J and Section 4.3.11 in Appendix 1 for a 
discussion of use of the Caltrain railroad corridor ROW. 

H-16 The Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) jurisdiction includes the San 
Francisco Bay and areas within 100 feet inland of the Bay.  The route of the Modified Existing 
Underground 230 kV Collocation Alternative would pass within their jurisdiction in the area of 
Oyster Cove in South San Francisco and would thus require a permit (BCDC, 20032).  To 
receive a permit, maximum feasible public access would be required.  The potential to affect 
shellmounds, within this area and all areas of the Proposed Project and alternatives, is discussed 
in Section D.5 (Cultural Resources) and Mitigation Measures C-1b (Cultural Resources 
Treatment Plan) and C-1c (Construction Monitor) would reduce potentially significant impacts 
to less than significant levels.  Threatened and endangered species and associated habitats are 
addressed in Section D.4 (Biological Resources), and appropriate construction and restoration 
practices are included in the mitigation measures intended to reduce potentially significant 
impacts to biological resources to less than significant levels.   

H-17 The Sierra Point Landfill (Sierra Point Disposal Site or Brisbane Dump Site) was included in 
EIR Table D.8-12, as Sites 22-23, but substantial additional text has been added to the text of 
Section D.8.  This is a closed and capped landfill located east of Highway 101 both north and 
south of the South San Francisco/Brisbane City boundary.  The property was acquired and 
developed by the Sierra Point Development Company; the entire site is now developed.  Based 
on discussion with the San Mateo County landfill inspector and the engineers that designed the 
Sierra Point development, installation of an underground transmission line through the closed 
landfill is technically feasible, and would be permitted if appropriate engineering measures are 
implemented.  Up to 1,600 feet of the route may require construction below the level of the 
landfill cap; however, engineering techniques are available to ensure that the integrity of the 
cap would be maintained even after transmission line construction.  There are a variety of 
existing utilities currently installed underground both above and within the capped areas.  
Recommended mitigation would ensure safe construction and the continued integrity of the cap.   

H-18 As illustrated in EIR Table E-7 (Section E, Comparison of Alternatives), the Proposed Project’s 
underground segment would have greater impacts in several issue areas and the alternative 
would have greater impacts in other issue areas.  Other issue areas show no difference.  No 
significant unmitigable (Class I) impacts have been identified for either the proposed route 
segment or the Modified Underground Alternative.  As a result, the Final EIR designates both 
the Proposed Project’s underground segment and the Modified Underground 230 kV 
Collocation Alternative as environmentally superior. 

A comprehensive set of mitigation measures is proposed in the EIR to minimize construction 
impacts, including several specifically intended to minimize impacts along the Modified 

                                              
2 BCDC. 2003.  Personal communication of Jeff Blanchfield, BCDC, with H. Born, Aspen Environmental 

Group.  September 16. 
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Underground route.  These measures are defined in Sections D.2 (Land Use), D.8 (Public 
Health and Safety), D.10 (Air Quality), D.11 (Noise and Vibration), and D.12 (Traffic and 
Transportation). 

The Modified Underground Alternative would allow avoidance of: (a) a densely populated 
residential area in Daly City where construction would occur in approximately one mile of 
residential streets (Hillside Boulevard, Hoffman Street, and Orange Streets); (b) six large 
schools that are immediately adjacent to the proposed route and other sensitive land uses; and 
(c) construction over San Bruno Mountain, a State and County park recognized for its unique 
and valuable habitat.  In addition, the Modified Underground Alternative is approximately four 
miles shorter than the 12.4-mile underground segment of the proposed route, a 30% reduction 
in regional construction impacts.  Therefore, it offers clear environmental advantages over the 
Proposed Project route in certain environmental disciplines.   

In comparison, the Proposed Project’s underground route would have fewer impacts to cultural 
resources and less potential to affect water quality in the San Francisco Bay (due to the greater 
distance of the proposed route to the Bay).  It would avoid construction through or near the 
contaminated areas along the historically industrial areas of South San Francisco east of 
Highway 101 and through the Sierra Point Landfill, and the Proposed Project would have less 
construction effects on businesses and hotels in South San Francisco. 

H-19 Please see Responses to Comment Set J for a discussion of use of the Caltrain railroad corridor 
ROW and Section 4.3.11 in Appendix 1, which evaluates the Caltrain ROW Alternative, as a new 
alternative added in response to comments made during the comment period on the Draft EIR.  
This alternative was not evaluated in the EIR because it would not meet two important project 
objectives and it poses significant technical feasibility challenges. 

H-20 Please see Responses to Comments H-1 through H-8. 

H-21 The location of this area within flood insurance Zone B would not be expected to affect the 
safety of the project if it is properly constructed, as it would be buried below roadways.  Zone 
B is the area between the 100-year and 500-year floodplains.  Infrequent flooding over the 
surface of the roads would not affect the operation of the transmission line. 

H-22 Please see Responses to Comments H-9 through H-17. 

H-23 Impact T-6 (Construction Interference with Emergency Response) in Section D.12.3.5 
(Transportation and Traffic), 230 kV Underground Transmission Line, addresses the impor-
tance of maintaining emergency access during construction.  Mitigation Measure T-6a (Ensure 
Emergency Response Access) requires that PG&E coordinate with local jurisdictions and 
develop provisions to accommodate emergency vehicles. 

H-24 Please see Responses to Comments H-14 and H-18.  The statement in Section D.10 (Air 
Quality) (Draft EIR page D.10-17) has been corrected to replace the word “somewhat,” with 
the word “substantially” because as explained in Response to Comment H-18, there is a 
substantial difference between the sensitive land uses along the proposed route segment and the 
commercial and industrial land uses along the Modified Underground Existing Alternative.  
However, as also noted in Responses to Comments H-1 and H-18, the revised analysis in this 
Final EIR shows that the Proposed Project and the Modified Underground Alternative would 
have comparable levels of impacts, but in different environmental issue areas.  As a result, both 
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routes are found to be environmentally superior to other northern segment alternatives 
considered in this EIR. 

H-25 The City’s comment acknowledges that the route modification (indicated on Figure Ap.1-12b as 
“Route Option A”) would eliminate impacts along Produce Avenue.  Short-term construction 
effects on businesses along Marco Way and South Airport Boulevard would be mitigated to less 
than significant levels (Class III) by mitigation proposed in Sections D.2 (Land Use), D.10 (Air 
Quality), D.12 (Transportation and Traffic), and other sections of the EIR.  Existing utilities 
within those roadways would be identified and avoided, in compliance with Mitigation Measure 
U-1b (Protection of Underground Utilities).  Also, mitigation measures in Section D.8 (Public 
Health and Safety) would ensure that adequate investigation would be pursued, and that 
appropriate protective actions would be taken for construction through areas with known 
existing contamination. 

H-26 Please see Response to Comment H-19. 

 


